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Introduction H | W ' ' S '.".-’

_ ). '
The University of lchlgan 1975 Project entitled "A Competency—éased Elementary

Teacher Preparation Program/Model'” had as its major objectives the develop-
ment of three closely related systems.

1. - aqﬁqldsslﬁed system of Instructionatl competencles
.M 2. a sy#em of Instruotjonal alternatnves '
3. an: sgssment Sysgem

For all- ‘three, . a sound(#

.the assessment pHase. '.coppera'tung schoosl systemsg, Ann Arbor, Inkster, and
' Van Buren, were deeply inWplved in the first and third phases, working with
the University staff in t \evolutmn of the various competency listings, and

the development of lnst,ruiments and {:rocedures byyr‘lch the competepcles might
| -?‘l .:_—;».’\. ; //<

Development of . 1nstructlonal Comgeteocles gnd Classlflcatlon Sgstem

I 4

Teachers and prrnclpals erm the ‘cdope iﬁé’tlng school systems met in thelr

local district team, amtl ‘togethert in three general sessions and event 'le'pro—

duced three separate lists of competencies: 174 competencues in nlng"

213 competencies in eight graups; and 114 competencies in, six groups’. ¥y

combined listing wa;fedlted to” delete exadt duplicates and to unify style of
‘the total from'501 to 239. This process alJso revealed

a wide variancesin the level of generallty, and many statements which included

~more than one mpetency. A reclaSsif;cat:On procedure was then employed to:

" AINO IHOIJOMOIN NI IVIHILVW®

unda;non was establushed with the major emphasls upon . .
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Selecting from this réclassified list those items which relate directly to
instructional competency, rewording them in comparable and .f2irly.ganeric
terms, combining those which overlapped and splitting.those which included
several different topics, and adding a few which fillgd obvious gaps~®
('i.e.,‘activitieT and ,content) Wesulted in a list of 86 instructional com-
petencies in the/follgpwing catégories. J

e LA . .

‘

/

.~ CLASSIFICATION CATEGORIES

~ Instruction . © e
) & N o F 4
- Plannihg e =iy o b
. GBoals and ‘Objectives ' : ‘ 7
- b
0

NUMBER OF COMPETENGIES

Evaluation - Diagnosis )
Evaluation - Assessment ~ + - ]
Evaluation, - Uti]izatfon of

Diagnosis/Assessment

. \Infzrmdtion b ’

Materials and Equipment: - Materials _ 5
e Equipment 4

Activities /and Content s 5¢
) Methods and Strategies a . S22

School and Classroom Management and-
Environment . / o 10
ff  Student Organization, Guidance, Services

Organization L 2
Guldance and/Services 9

o totaL . 86
A final consideration of the instructional competencles consisted of selecting
one or two In each category and stating them in more specific terminology to
facilitate objegctive evalyation, in termg of evidence. It is to be noted,
however, that fhg evaluation by the more -generic competencies, though based upon
observation, /was not entirely subjective, since it recognized evidence of threeﬁ
types: product ("planning' competency); teacher behavior (''method" competency) ;
and pupil behavior (''encourage goal-related behavior" competency) . :

[

The U-
1975)4

Theri};pre two, basic methods of valldation utilized, comparison and consensis. -

‘the COAST Project (WSU-Ferris, ISZh), the U-M Elemehtary Science Project

'(1974), and the PBTE FloriJa\Catalogue-of'Competencies. ‘Significant support
. for/both the competencies ana the clissification system was revealed by these
., compardsons. ' - ‘ ! )

» Co 1
6 nsensus was obtained from the ;eaéhgrs and principals who, A8 consultants,
ave -us continual feedback during the project year, aﬁdifrom all teachers’
uperyising pre-student tdachers and student teachers through the end-of-~-term” "
valuation. .Their ratipgepf the importance of the 86 instructional competencies
as voluntary and anoh(mOUsa More than 100 teachers responded, giving the
jghest ratings to the\three categories, Planning, Methods and Strategies, and
chool "and Classroom Managemen® and Environment. ,On a five-point scale, means
for the importance of the 86 instructional competencies ranged from 2.90 to
4.91, with following frequencies: 3 weﬁb rated 4-5; 30 were rated 3-5; 17 ¢

2

9 . .
[ 4 . ®
!- .
. ,

] Ifgting\was compaied with' 1istings from the Gull Lake Conference (MSU, - - '



\ RS
were rated 2-5; and 36 received the fu)\;range qQf 1-5.
. . . 5 N : . \ .' ) .

Instructional Aiternatives System ' oty . ‘ e

[

As resources npre sought ané reviewed for a néw instructnonal alternatlves ' .
system through which the competencies could be attained, the variety 'and

infinite number of such resources as well‘as“the mber ‘of very specific
competencies which could be stated ged‘to,an_earl ecision that priority
. would be given to the relationship betweep competepicies and assessment of

the competgncies, rather than- to the relationship qetween cOmpetencies and

the. Instructlonal matergals reiated to them. . Cs '

A matrix system was des igned, however, wuth the 86 competencies “as.‘one dimensIOn '
fand varijous types of instructional resources as the other -dimension. By

entering even a sampling of the resources currently used at U-M, the potential
. of« such @ sys¢em became evident. -Such an arrangement clarifies the relation-
ship of competency to resource, reveals the halance or imbalance in instructional
efforts for varlous competencies, or in the types of. resources available for "
particular competencies. The matrix approach is not limlted’to any |nstructional

approach or type of organl ation.-'

Assessment

- e - rmwt o mec s - “ e P

Assessment activities were focused upon four aspects of the pilot program of
instructional competencles: the Instructional competencies per se; the pilot
program model; the student self-perceptwpn the teacher perception of student
competency. Validation of competencie$ was reported earlier. Assessment of
the pilot program model derived from t?é e sources: the positive teacher:
evaluation of their involvement in.the roject; the anonymous importance ratings
which refliected the-wnllingness o#'%eachers to take an active role in helping
to shape teacher educatnon prograqs of the future; the potential of the model
to produce evidence ‘as to whether tsather education was achieving its goals -

" whether students were actually achie@‘ng the lnstructional competencies.. -

< ~5
There were two dimensions, student and teacher, to the multlphaslc approach
which served formative and summatlye purposes [n the assessment design. The
student self-perception inciuded measuring his/her own knowledge, experience,
and confidence relative-to each\of the 86 instructional competency items, using
'a five=point scale. :The teacher ‘perception (eveluagion) of the studént's com-
petency meakurep the«de ree of m:;tery and the opportunity which existed for

the 'student to demonstrate each the 86 competencies, also using a five=point
scale. 'In addition; many teachers voluntarily responded with the importance.

rating they assigned to each of the' competencies. - C

The formative aspect of the evaluation consists of the testing of the exper!mental
and stati{stical design for studying’ the relationships involved in the various

' aspects of student and teacher perceptions. The summative aspect of the evaluation
consisted of testing whether the stud{nt perception of competency increased,
whether student achievement of competency increased, and whether the teacher
education program was achieving its program goals. .

-
. .
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For comparative. analys!s of student perception, the statlstlcal technique .
uped Wps profile analysis, chosen because it is a multivarjate technique to :
. examiné differences -among varfables'with strong relation. (In this case,
foo ‘khowledge, ékperlence, and confidence.) The-'profile analysis tested three
' hypotheses: ‘parallelism (H-1); equal means (H-2); and equal groups (H-3).
All hypotheses were tested at p < .01 level of sugnif!cance. '

_1If the profiles of - knowledge, experience and' confidence were paraliel
for the various student groups, one can assume that comparable change
. had occurred in the three variables as they progressed from one
academlc term or stage of professional development to the next.

\
lf the var!able means were equal, students view their knowledge, !
‘ experlence and conf?dence as equal. -

If the means for the different student groups were equal one can
state there Is no difference between juniors and senlors,,for example, -
or*between pre-student and student teachers, in their self-perceptions
for the thres varlables. . ¢«

N

_ Octob:S\Flndigg.- Student Self-PerceptIons . P \'" .
tantive concluslons can be drawn from October data. There were signl- _
reases In all three variables. - the student s self-gerceptuon of’ ;
experience, and confidence - as they progressed from -the early to ,
later stages of professional preparation. Thelr gain in perceptlon of experience
exceeded the galns in perception of knowledge and confidence. The recorded
means for all three variables ranged on a continuum from 1 7l for the early
?tage student \group to 3.96 for the later stage student group on a scale of

to 5. : . S ~ .

October -Decembér tomparisons - Student Self-Perceptlons =~ .~ - - l

Comparisons were made\between the October and December, 1975, data for each of
the 92 students who pakticipated in both of these self-rating 'sessions. ' Signi-
flcant differences occurred for all 85*% competencies, in fhe students 1f-
perception of knowledge ahd for confidence with the December rating hugjzr in

all cases. For /2 of the 85 competencies there was a signiflcant difference in
_student self-perceptton of exggrience, with some increase recorded In every case.

December Findingg_-.Teacher Perceptions (Eyaluations) - o

Teachers rated students on the 85 instructional competencies for two variables;
. degree-of-mastery-demonstrated; and opportunity to demonstrate the competency.
. For almost every combetency, the ful1 .-range of 1 through 5 was recorded

For the degree~of—mastery-demonstrated varlable 8 means were less than 2.0,
and'9 means were greater than 4.0. For the opportunity variable, 12 were less
than 2.0, and 27 were greater than 4.0. It was interesting to- note t the
8 means recorded as’less- than 2. 0 for the degree-o f—mastery-demonsq'iﬁzd variable,

™~

* One of the 86 competencaes was omitted from the. booklet Inadvertently in
October. . L 5




‘'varfable, all 9 also had me

.
[N

~

were also recorded as lesa than 2.0 for fhe opportunity variuble. Similarl-,

of che 9 megns recorded as Qh:ater than 4.0 on the deuree-of-mastery-demon'-ratﬂd
rcater ‘than 4.0 dn the opportunity variable.

High means for degree-of-mastery-demohstrated ‘are encouraging, but lower meaus

ralse several’ questions. Was the competency =n uutLdl hrxpectation for studenta

at beginning stages of professional preparation? Was tnere nu onnortunity to

dempnstrate it? Or was it realistic and there wasvbpportunity. wut the student

silmply did not master {t? Future analyses will attempt to answer these quest fons.
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